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REMARKS 

Claims 16-57 and 62 were previously canceled. Claims 1, 14, 58 and 61 
are amended. Claims 1-15 and 58-61 remain in the application for consideration. 
In view of the above amendments and the following remarks, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the rejections be withdrawn and that the application be 
forwarded on to issuance. 

The Claim Re lections 

Claims 1-3, 5-8, 11 and 61 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,778,949 to Duan et al. (hereinafter "Duan"). 

Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
Duan in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,477,451 to Brown et ah (hereinafter "Brown). 

Claims 4, 12-13 and 15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over Duan in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,092,034 to McCarley et al. 
(hereinafter "McCarley"). 

Claim 9 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
Duan in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,139,201 to Carbonell et al. (hereinafter 
"Carbonell"). 

Claims 58-60 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Duan in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,866,670 to Adachi et al. (hereinafter 
"Adachi"). 

The Claims 

Claim 1 has been amended and, as amended, recites a reading system 
comprising [emphasis added]: 
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• a user interface configured to allow a user to select existins text in a 
non-native language and view a translation of the selected text in a 
native language; and 

• a cross-language reading wizard comprising: 

• a parser for parsing selected text into individual translation units, 

• a word translation selector for choosing candidate word translations 
for the translation units, and 

• a translation generator for translating the candidate word translations 
into corresponding words or phrases in the native language that can 
be presented to the user via the user interface. 



In making out a rejection of this claim, the Office argues that Duan 
discloses all of the elements of the claim. In regards to the first bulleted element 
of the claim as listed above, the Office states that "selecting a portion of a text is 
inherently disclosed [by Duan] within the process of translating an input [of| a text 
(col. 2, lines 16-17)." {Office Action of 11/18/05, p. 2). While Applicant 
respectfully disagrees as outlined in response to the previous Office Action, 
Applicant has nevertheless amended the claim in order to fiirther clarify the 
subject matter and streamline prosecution. Applicant therefore traverses the 
rejection and respectfully submits that Duan does not anticipate this claim. 

More specifically, Applicant submits that Duan does not teach "a user 
interface configured to allow a user to select existins text in a non-native language 
arid view a translation of the selected text in a native language", as recited in claim 
1. A non-limiting example of Applicant's disclosure is shown in Applicant's Fig. 
9, depicted below. As shown in the figure, a user is able to select existing text in 
an electronic document. 
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riie Natural Language Computing Group at Microsoft Research China is cxpiorino ^ 

The information era has brought us vast amounts of digitized text generated, propagated, exchanged, stored • 
and accessed through the internet ail over the wnrld. PC users need to be abie to retrieve the information Ihcy 
need from this huge volume of data. Far Chinese people, the language barrier is a formidable obstacle to joining ' 
the global conversation. They need cross-language information retrieval. 

Our Mission 

Let computer can read, write and understand human's language is our long-term goal. So our mission is to 
analyze, generate and understand natural language textfor various applications. At the moment we will 
concentrate on the urgent need of the broad masses of Chinese PC users both on Chinese input and the liileriiet i 
- oriented infgrniafion retrieval and browsing, in the future, we will also want to explore new areas, such as 
knowledge acquisition automatically from natural language text human-computer interaction directly through 
nullilingual machine translation. 



Projects 

Chinese Corpus Collection, Classification and Ai 

This is an effort to build a very targe Chinese text corpus ai II i I Ir in 
madQling. Text classificaliun aCLurdiiii) lo lupirs and writing styles is useful fo 



ur statistical language 



Fig. 9 

Duan, meanwhile, teaches a natural language translation system that 
translates input text from a source language to a target language. This may include 
sentences typed into a keyboard or output from a speech recognition system. 
(Duan, col. 4, line 64-col. 5, line 10). The passage of Duan cited by the Office, 
depicted below, supports this characterization. 

Laaguige-oeutral methods for syntactic analysis^ transfer^ 
and motpfiological and syotactical geoeration of feature 
stmctuxes are iitiKzed by a naliiral language- translation 
system to translatioE an iopit expressioo in a source lan- 
gu.age iBto an. OEtput expression, in a target laogaage. 



(Duan, col. 2, lines 13-17). As described in this cited passage, Duan 
describes a system that "translat[es] an input expression". In other words, Duan 
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discloses a system where a user must input the expression that he or she wishes to 
translate. Duan, however, does not anywhere disclose, teach or suggest "a user 
interface configured to allow a user to select existins text" as recited in 
Applicant's claim, (emphasis added). 

For at least this reason, Duan does not anticipate and this claim is 
allowable. 

Claims 2-3, 5-8 and 10-11 depend from claim 1 and are allowable as 
dependuig from an allowable base claim. These claims are also allowable for their 
own recited features which are not disclosed by Duan. 

Claims 4, 9 and 12-13 also depend from claim 1 and are also allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. While the Office further cites McCarley 
and Carbonell in rejecting these claims, these references are not seen to add 
anything of substance to the rejection of the base claim. As such, these claims are 
allowable. Furthermore, these claims are also allowable for their own recited 
features which are not disclosed, taught or suggested by the cited references, either 
alone or in combination. 

Claim 14 has been amended and, as amended, recites a reading system 
comprising [emphasis added]: 

• a user interface configured to allow a user to select existing English 
language text and view a Chinese language translation of the 
selected text; and 

• a cross-language reading wizard comprising: 

• a parser for parsing selected text into individual translation units, 

• a word translation selector for choosing candidate word translations 
for the translation units, and 

• a translation generator for translating the candidate word translations 
into corresponding phrases in the Chinese language that can be 
presented to the user via the user interface. 
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In making out a rejection of this claim, the Office cites Duan as teaching all 
of the elements of the claim except for viewing "a Chinese language translation of 
the selected text". The Office, however, cites Brown as teaching this element 
before rejecting the claim as obvious. 

Applicant respectfully but strongly submits, however, that Duan does not 
teach "a user interface configured to allow a user to select existins E nslish 
language texf as recited in Applicant's claim 14. Therefore, this claim is 
allowable for all of the reasons discussed above in regards to claim 1 . 

Claim 15 depends from claim 14 and is allowable as depending from an 
allowable base claim. While the Office further cites McCarley in rejecting this 
claim, the added reference is not seen to add anything of substance to the rejection 
of the base claim. As such, this claim is allowable. Furthermore, this claim is also 
allowable for its own recited features which are not disclosed, taught or suggested 
by the cited references, either alone or in combination. 

Claim 58 has been amended and, as amended, recites a reading system 
comprising [emphasis added]: 



• a user interface configured to allow a user to select existins text in a 
non-native language and view a translation of the selected text in a 
native language, wherein the user interface displays text translations 
adjacent text the user has selected for translation; and 

• a cross-language reading wizard comprising; 

• a parser for parsing selected text into individual translation units, the 
parser comprising a part-of-speech^ase noun phrase identification 
module for tagging individual words with identifiers, 

• a word translation selector for choosing candidate word translations 
for the translation units, and 
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• a translation generator for translating the candidate word translations 
into corresponding words or phrases in the native language that can 
be presented to the user via the user interface. 

In making out the rejection of this claim, the Office cites Duan as teaching 
all of the elements of the claim except for "wherein the user interface displays text 
translations adjacent text the user has selected for translation". The Office, 
however, then cites Adachi as teaching this element before stating that it would 
have been obvious to combine these teachings. The Office's proffered motivation 
for this combination consists of "not slow[ing] down the user's reading by 
diverting his attention far from the source language." {Office Action of 11/18/05, 
p. 8-9). 

First, Applicant respectfully submits that this rejection is traversed for the 
reasons discussed above in regards to claim 1. Namely, Duan does not teach or 
suggest "a user interface configured to allow a user to select existing texf as 
recited in Applicant's claim, (emphasis added). While Adachi is not cited as 
teaching such an element. Applicant further notes that Adachi does not teach any 
such element. Similar to Duan, Adachi teaches a "machine translation processor [] 
for processing an original sentence . . . that is input" into the system. Therefore, 
neither of the cited references teach Applicant's claim, and this claim is allowable 
for all of the reasons discussed above in regards to claim 1 . 

Applicant farther submits, however, that the Office has also failed to 
present a prima facie case of obviousness by failing to show a proper motivation 
to combine the cited references. Applicant respectfully reminds the Office that in 
order for a proper obviousness rejection, there must be some suggestion or 
motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
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available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine 
reference teachings. In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992); In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Applicant 
further reminds the Office that "[i]t is impermissible to use the claimed invention 
as an instruction manual or 'template' to piece together the teachings of the prior 
art so that the claimed invention is rendered obvious." In re Fritch, 23 USPQ2d 
1780, 1784 (Fed. Cir. 1992) (quoting In Re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1075, 5 USPQ2d 
1596, 1600 (Fed. Cir. 1988)) (emphasis added). 

Not only does the Office's proffered motivation to combine not appear 
anywhere in the references, but it also appears to be eerily similar to language 
used in Applicant's disclosure. To illustrate, the Office states that it would have 
been obvious to combine the teachings in order to "not slow down the user's 
reading by diverting his attention far from the source language". (Office Action of 
11/18/05, p. 9). Applicant's disclosure, meanwhile, touts some of the benefits of 
their embodiments in the following manner: 

By positioning the translation window closely adjacent the translated 
text, the user's eyes are not required to move very far to ascertain the 
translated text. This, in turn, reduces user-perceptible distraction 
that might otherwise persist if, for example, the user were required to 
glance a distance away in order to view the translated text. 

{Applicant's specification, p. 23-24). Because the Office has not shown 
where the cited references display the proper motivation to combine, and because 
the proffered motivation appears to mimic Applicant's disclosure, the Office has 
failed to present a prima facie case of obviousness. 

For at least this additional reason, this claim is allowable. 
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Claims 59 and 60 depend from claim 58 and are allowable as depending 
from an allowable base claim. Furthermore, these claims are also allowable for 
their own recited features which are not disclosed, taught or suggested by the cited 
references, either alone or in combination. 

Claim 61 has been amended and, as amended, recites one or more 
computer readable media having computer-readable instructions thereon which, 
when executed by one or more processors, cause the one or more processors to 
implement a cross-language reading wizard comprising [emphasis added]: 



• a user interface configured to allow a user to selec t existins text in a 
non-native language and view a translation of the selected text in a 
native language; 

• a parser for parsing selected text into individual translation units, the 
parser comprising a part-of-speech/base noun phrase identification 
module for tagging individual words with identifiers, 

• a word translation selector for choosing candidate word translations 
for the translation units, and 

• a translation generator for translating the candidate word translations 
into corresponding words or phrases in the native language that can 
be presented to the user via the user interface. 

In making out the rejection of this claim, the Office argues that the claim is 
anticipated by Duan, using similar reasoning as that used in the rejection of claim 
1 . For the reasons set forth above in regards to claim 1, Applicant respectfully but 
strongly submits that Duan does not anticipate this claim. Accordingly, this claim 
is allowable. ' 
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Conclusion 

Applicant respectfully submits that all of the claims are in condition for 
allowance. In the event the Office's next anticipated action is to be anyfhdng other 
than issuance of a Notice of Allowability, Applicant respectfijlly requests a telephone 
call for the purpose of scheduling an interview. 



Respectfully Submitted, 




^g. No. 38,605 
(509) 324-9256 ext. 226 
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